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‘employees professional and non-professiona] have a bargaining unit

INTRODUCTION s

In March 1975, the Un1vers1ty of Michigan (U-M) Regents and the
Graduﬁe gmp1OYees Organization (GEO) signed a contract which ine{pded -
cdverage,for graduate student staff assistants (GSSAs) employed by the ]
U-M library system, [ shall attempt be]ow to relate this development
to sqe major issues that have surfaced in. the contemporary depate

regarding collective b gaining in the academic library world.

- DEFINING THE BARGAINING UNIT:

Before any negotwat1ons beg1n, it is necessary for a group of, employees

(

“ to be recogn1zed as a 1egwt1mate barga1n1ng unit. For librarians, whether

profess1ona1 or pﬁraprofess1ona], the guestion is whether to ‘form_

-

their own union or to join others (usually facu]ty) in a union.

‘ALA's Association of Col]eée,and Research Libraries in 1975 urged

'the inclusion of librarians in faculty unions (Bowker Annlial, 1976, p.73). =

It is highly unusual for librarians to form their own union. . However,

at Claremont Colleges in California, "the non-supervisory 1ibrar9, ~

v -
of thewn own in the absence of a facul?? un1on (Weatherford 14975, p. 4291
"At present, however the ma1nstream of events on’ un1on1zed campuses p]aces
11brar1ans in w1th the facu]ty whether they are formally part of the faculty
or not" (ibid.). | 3 . F '

At -the Unirersity of Miéhigan, the oriéiha] tmpetus for organi;jngg~ -
student emp1oyees.came from an organization then kndwn‘as’the Teaching
Fellows qupn. The union, composed of graduate students.emp1oyed as
teachers, in 1971 petitioned‘the Michigan Employment Relations Commission
(MERC) for,recogn1t1on as a barga1n1ng agent for "teaching fellows.

MERC 1s the Statutory body governing labor re1at1ons&5n ‘the 'state

A

of-Michigan.: “ . ( ’ o . : ,JA
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. "The title 'Graduate Student Staff Assistant' shall be g1ven to a
’,
graduate student whose employment (1) fulfills a degree requ1rement - .

t
»

or (2) is. otherw1se conidered academ1Ca11y re]evant by the department

'\ or degree program in which the dégree is be1ng pur'sued and who- 1s emp]cye!

‘ o perform adm1n1strat1ve counse11ng or educat1ona1 duties other than -

ose of a Graduate Student Teachvng or Research Assistant." (Art1c1e -
, Y
I \Sect1on ‘A, part.g\ . B . : bt ‘ ’

*

i \\“ . it s understood that the Staff Assistant tjtle w111 be -

given to graduate students employed by and 1n 1) the-Un1vers1t¥ L1brary

Syst Program .7 " (ibid.) T, ~
The term,qf this initial contract ran from ﬁarch 14, 1975 to August 31
1976, when the Un1vers1ty refused to extend 1t Negot1at10ﬁs to a

successor agreement have come to a stalemate at this point in t1me,

_.but: there are no signjficant changes in the new agreement, a3 drafted, ' ]

was not the case at. Mfch1gan Indeed, 1t might. be argued that 11nk1ng staff f /

" of facu]ty status'(see below). S

which would affect the status of Tibrary staff assi%tants

»

Whereas 11brarfan5\1n other facu]ty unions have extenS1ve1y and - ‘- %

1ntenS1ve1y debated the mer1ts and demeths of Jjoining such'a union, such

ass1stants w1th teach1ng aSS1stant§ gave the former a certa1n degree L '

Al

Tt~

Furthermore, mhereas_the Oniversity continued tn'question'the "embloyee"

status of teaching \and research assistants‘(in sp1te\xf the MERC 1971

decision),- the "emp oyee status of library staff ass;stants wbs

never'in doubt. Wha eas some o her staff ass1stants were emp]oyed as part

of fu1f1111ng a degre requ1rem t, such was not the case with l1brary

staff assistants.
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\‘ . "The title 'Graduate Student Staff Assistant' shall be g1ven to a
\ 'y
4 graduate student whose employment (1) fulfills a degree requ1rement

{
»

or (2) is. otherw1se conidered academlca11y re]evant by the department

'\ or degree program in which the dégree is be1ng pursued and who- 1s emp]oye!
‘ o perform adm1n1strat1ve counse11ng Or educat1ona1 duties other than
os€ of a Graduate Student Teachvng or Research Rssistant." (Artié]e
I, \Sectlon A, part'g\ ¥ K : C
i \\“ . 1t is understood that the Staff Ass1stant title w111 be
.: g1veﬂ to graduate students employed by and 1n {1) the-Unxvers1t¥ L1brary
Syst Program 7o " (dbid.) ' .,:
The term,of this initial contract ran from March dd 1975 to August 31
j; 1976, when the Un1vers1ty refused to extend 1t Negot1at1oﬁs to a
\successor agreement have come to a stalemate at this point in t1me,
‘_but'there are no’51gan1cant changes in the new agreement, a5 drafted,
which would affect the status of.Tibrary staff assiStants.

»

Whereas 11brarfan5\1n other facu]ty unions have extenS1ve1y and
1ntenS1ve1y debated the mer1ts and demeths of Jjoining such*a union, such
was not the case at. Mfch1gan Indeed, 1t might. be argued that 11nk1ng staff

asststants w1th\teach1ng aSS1stant§ gave the former a certa1n degree

A

~—

’ of faculty status'(see below). ’ , N o -
Furthermore whereas the Un1vers1ty continued to quest1on the "emb]oyee"
status of teaching \and résearch ass1stants (in sp1te\xf the MERC 1971
decisfon),~the "emp oyee status of library*staff ass;stants was
neven in doubt Whaneas some o her staff a551stants were emp]oyed as part
of fu1f1111ng a degred requirement, such was not the case with 11brary

staff assistants.

’
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Indeed tn a_recent 1nterv1ew Dean Russe]] E. Bidlack of . o M
p)
M1ch1gan s Schoo] of L1brary Sc1ence defended his School's o

f

po]1cy of not g1v1ng academ1c credit’ for the "very valuable exper1ence
- . \’ ’
that our Graduate Student Staff Ass1stants receive."” He exp1a1ned

g the employees' salaries, there never was

a comm1tment~made to move~y

that with the 11brar

he staff ass1stants around so that they cou]d .

" "experience"” the entire 1:r\ry system thus academic credit cou]d npt

-

, be’ Just1f1ed'(”The Deans," 1976, p, 10). - . - K

Y e In any Case, whether or not the\dozen library staff assistants
oL *" . had much to do about, it, they became a numerically small part ’
of a 2,000 member barga1n1ng unit at the Un1v¢rs1ty of Michigan.

Included n tha-eontract is a further prov1s1on of relevance to

t -

" the’ barga1n1ng unit. The contract c]ause prov1ded that the t1t]e of v

) ”Graduate Student Teach1ng Assistant" need not be g1ven to a graduate
Jt

)
student who a]ready holds a profess1onaT degree or has equ1vaDent profess10na]

i

exper1ence Accord1ng1y 11brary science Ph.D students holding a Master s

' _~ degree in Library Sc*ence, and who were teach1ng in the School as " o iiE
“lecturers" need - not be reclassified as Teach1ng ASS1stants who wou]d be part
of the bargaining un1t " This coneessioq to 11brary science "profess1onalism
is in sharp contrast to the posit1on of - other Ph. D students in other Departments,

who were conS1d%red part of the barga1nung unat even if they held a

. ]

‘Master's. degree . E - - | oo

-

pr then d1d co]]ectave barga1n1ng he]p library staff ass1stants in

«M1ch1gan7 Orrdid it hurt them7 In a 1975 survey, .other. 11brar1ans reported
that co]]ectlve barga1n1ng d1d Jittle to change work conditions, but that : © .
1t'd1d he]p them to get better sa]ar1es, Job security,»due process, and

~ -

" to some extent, part1c1pat1on in dec1s10n-mak1ng (cited 1n Bowké} Annual

A - . . . r ]




1976, p.73).. Lef us then Took at some of these ‘issues as they
affected 11brary staff ass1stants at Michigan.
COMPENSATION:

e

Library staff assistants were by no means passive ‘members of the
l A ] _ .

: union'even though they became members of the bargaining'unit by defau]t

'when the® sa]aryhrate was be1ng negot1ated GEO “bargainers consulted 11brary
staff ass1stants as’to the minimum saiary they wou]d want. Unan1mous]y

‘they decided that budgetary constra1nts prevénted them from asking '
for a sa1ary base similar fo ggat for other employees in the barga1n1ng

unit ($3984 in 1974 1975), so they settled for a 1ower baSe of

$2350 per term Because’ 11brary staff ass1stants were generally

'h1red at fract1ons h1gher than other assistants, their takeJhome

pay probab]y wou]d be more or 1ess equivaleqt. \ .-

- Although financial parity was not achieved in the contract, the

labor agreement did provjde for a salary raise iogntﬁcal‘to that

available to the faculty.

|

“Salary", however, was not the only kfnd'of.compensation rece{Vedv
by staff assistants. Traditiona11y 1ibrary staff_ass;stants received a
fd]] tuition waiver. The contract actual]y prov1ded only a partial tu1t1on

waiver, but in pract1ce after the contract came‘lnto effect, 11brary staff

ass1stants contanued to work without havipg to pay. 3ny tuition. . S

JOB SECURITY: T - BRI

e )

While the contract prov1ded for individual job setur1ty of only one

term (four months), in practice 11brary‘staff assistants are hired for

e

up to two years. That pract1ce has continued. .
The contr%ct d1d prov1de that a 11brary staff ass1stant will cont1nue

to be ass1gned‘that t1t1g if he or she were re-employed 1n the\same

v
~

pOS1t10n at any tire i the future. . 7

L
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Furthermore the contract prov1de¢?"un\t" JOb securlty, in d1ctat1ng
. ~
ot that the Staff Ass1stant title wou]d cont1nue 'to be glven to students

h1red under the Library System Program ]h1s meant that persohs
h1red under that program would cont1nue to belong to the barga1n1ng unit
and be subject to the contract ; E . |
oY oue process: | Ly
' A former GEO‘steward represent1ng 11brary staff ass:stants offered
the opinion to me that the "grwevance procedyre” in the cogtract was the -
most 1mportant element. Indeed, the gr1evance procédure as out11ned
| in the contract prov1ded for a number‘of steps qum1nat1ng in outs1de
arb1trat1on At least one Jibrary staff'ass1stant has won a gr1evance .

she f11ed, since the contraqt came 1nto lffect o < . ’

i *
[ 4

Furthermore, since the contract prov1ded protect1on for a number of s1tuat1ons
not covered by genera] un1vers1ty-w1de by- 1aws ($uch as freedom from f \
d1scr1m1nat1on because of sexual preference), the contract was an 1mprovement
over the status quo. In add1t1on, the *contract also prov1ded for estab11sh1ng
on affirmative action program'to increase minority and female

employment. ’ ' b T e

. . .
‘~\‘\]PARTICIPATION IN'DECISION-MAKING: oL )
Beg1n (1974, p.5%4) has written about faculty collective barga1n1ng =N

“as fo]lows a]most,entirely absent to date is the trad1t}ona1 union mode1

1n wh1ch all facu]ty 1nput to dec1s1on-mak1ng is-channeled ent1re1y Wrough- §
the bargafn1ng agent " A]thfugh sqme 1abor agreements do iriclude, provis1ons,
expand1ng se]f-governance (such as at _Wayne State Un1vers1ty where, 1ron1ca11y,
in the view of one observer, they have not been taken advantage of -- ) &

-Sprang, 1975, p.]T?1114), most do not. At Michigam, where the (non student)

facu]ty are extremely jealous of the1r "facu]ty prerogat1vgs" 11tt1e.dec1s1on—

Q ' mak1ng pawer was re]inqui!hed to graduate emp1oyees in the gzntract
' il 8 s ~ o A
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There fas, howéver; a "spirit clause" providing. for discussion between ;" ’
. emp]oyer and. emp]oyee if changes were’ belng cons1dered in the Tey of o
, = funding or the number of employees in a_ un1t ” ) R e R

f - ~—

FACULTY STATUS ’ - '; : C b
< Facu]ty status is probably the most 1mportant issue for academ1c lerar]ans

-

Co]]ect1ve bargaining agreements may preserve and protect faculty status as
at West Chester State Colleye in Pennsy]van1a (Burns and Carter, 1975 p n7y,
or they may.perpetuate some d1fferent1at{on in status between facu]ty and
library staffs. An examp]e of such d1fferent1at1on is the agreement reached
at Wayne State Un1vers1ty, where MERC had ru]ed that librarians were to: be

\ c]ass1f1ed as ['academic staff", separate fron “teach1ng staff“ (Sprang,}1975
} N :

p.109). B “ ‘ \ .:'7
For the paraprofessional Tibrary~staff°assistants at Michigan, the
N\ ‘ contraet did, ironically, confer a certain degree of faculty Status on them.
| The parity of a pay raise with the facu]ty'has‘a%readw-been referred to .
above.‘ Another provision provided that “Tibrary privieges provided to ‘ | *
‘employees by the Un1vers1ty L1brary System'will be to the same extent
and in fhe same manner, as those prov1ded to the Un1vers1ty s Instructional ‘ ~
stafj: (Article XIX Sec. 1)¢ Th1s meant that library staff assrstants
were ent1t1ed to a "b]ue" library card thaf conferred practically un11m1téd

’ ¥

toan prpv1‘eges, with no fines, just as the regu]ar facu]ty were entitled.
|’

Furthermore, the 1971 MERC decision fnvolving the Teaching Fellows _
3 - .

. . Unign indicated that it viewed librarians as academic empToyees: f

"Althou h the duties of)the teaohing fe]]ows'are'largely c]assroom

’ " oriented, thd teach1ng fellows are otherwise 1nd1st1ngu1shab1e from»the .
! i overa]] body of graduate assistants. A s1gn1f;cant number of the . s
3 5 graduat ass1stants are engaged in tasks wh1ch on the the parallel full-

Q time pr fess1ona] TeveT wou]d appropriately fall within aﬂun1t of

) v ) - =
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of instructhapal or academic personnel. These. include .counselors, advisors,

<
librarians’ and psycho]og1sts J (MERC © 1971, p.1061.)

. ‘ ‘ J

C
Op1n1ons ‘of course, d1ffer as to how much aff1n1ty theresis betwé!h /

' . 11brary staff as51stants apd oth r graduate student ass1stants Stillwater,
e P f
L ‘ ,

/ ‘a 11brary staff assistant, recent]y surveyed her colleagues and came up

*f With the f011OW1ngﬁassessment /“The only real amb1va1ence expressed cenfbred
f

/ over our affiliation with GEO, an organization that is pr1mar11y concerned

i j . with representing the interests.of teaching,fellows, with whose interests '

{e.g., class size), wé have little in Common.\fLibrary Graduate /

.

: ) \ &
Studert Staff Assistants are part,of the QEO and\must either pay union

- N IR
. dues or; if they do not wish to join, a "representation service’fee."

i N .' , ; . N2 ‘\ ’
) _ MOst of us feel that, although we would rather be independent of GEO,

we must keep informed of union developments in order to protecf our ’,\Y ' -
. . i \ R - > ’ . Co
interests"” (Sti]lwater 1976, p. 4). « . ' e
s This "amb1va1ence probab]y had surfaced also when GEO members voted earlier

in 1976 to aff111ate with the Amer1can Federat1on of Teachers (AFT), reJect1ng

\

the campaign conducted by the Amer1can Federation of State County, and . .
l, Municipgal Employees (AFSCME) Staff assistants who voted for AFT probab]y {’

.
preferred its profess1ona1" status¢ whereas those who voted for AFSCME

pr bably d1d so because of se]f—1dent1f1cat1on as clerical staff

» . +

FUTURE PROSPECTS: - ' ’ )

" The debate over facu]ty status obscungs an underlying conf11ct between '
" two v1ewgpnnts one more’elitist, the other less so. Because staff asS1stants %
are paraprofessionals, workzng w1th non- profeSS1ona1 library staff wh11e
vengaged in the study of 11brary science, they probably have a unique .

perspective to contribute to this debéte After they leave the University,

‘fffﬁ there anp several options openrto them ylﬁ they Jo1n a unipn, they cou]d
| - 1 - ,




5 . | " ' Cos ‘ . =9

*

dec1de to join a. facu]ty union (more "e11t1st" option, I wou]d argue), or they

could Jo1n a union contdining non profess1ona1 11brary employees as well
(. 3

(a 1ess "elitist" pos1tion, I suggest). Hopefu]]y the1r experience at ’

r ~

. M1ch1gan with the GEO and Wrth the 11brary sxstem wou]d have opened the1r U
minds.. The ideal opt1on for me would be to join a un1on compr1sxng a11 non- *

superv1sory academic employees, profe§s1ona1 as. we]] as non profess1ona1

M . S\ |

For\one s interests should not be narrow]y defined (e g. what are 1nterests
. of 1ﬁbrarians?");' rather we should seek to meet the 1ntéﬂbsts of-dﬁverse‘

+ -+ groups of human beings.

¢
~

Parthipatjon in union activities is one way'of meeting needs, or of
- raising the issué of heeds that are"fmmet This- is particularly true for &

- . minorities and women whose needs are rare]y be1ng,met in th1s*soc1ety
- «

Stat1st1cs .ndicate that while more women have Jo1ned 1abor unions recent]y, ‘ .
K £
,atpropqrt1ona1 1ncrease‘1n the number;of union leadership gositions held by.

" women has not occurred (Berquist, 1974).- Jhis is'not becausg women are
) : p .
less Tikely'.to join unions! however : ‘ Lo e

Severa1 studies’ 1nd1cate-that sex 1is 1rre1evant in determ1n?ng apro- .

.

pensity to un1on1ze Guyton s study~of Southern Califdrnia 17brar1ans
- ,
indicated that in bothunionized and ynun1on1zed libraries, women

were ‘just as Tikely -as men to Be uhion members._or to choose'nembershibs '
» -(Guyton, 1975 p. 74) Vignone (1970 p.122) discovered no s1gi'f1caﬂt

r

d1fferences betWeen the sexes on att1tudes toward unions, and Schlacter.

v

(1971, “99 ) also found,:he same thting. Wyatt (1973, p.107) found :ne”
-, . such differenCes between the sexes or between races - "
q?, A quotation from the Systems and Exchange Procedures Center

k:t on qo11ect1ve barga1n1ng is appropr1ate to 1nc1ude Qere v

'"Collect1ve bargaining helps women and m1nor1t1es By fostering an equal

Fy . > N A .
1 ¢ Q . * . . 1 1 \ ~

U
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pay schedule devisiag. ef?ect1ve gr1evance procedure;kg standard1z1n9 performance"

evaluat1on nrocedures ; standard1z1ng other‘job-r;]ated policies, and pﬁocedures

fsuch as recru1tment and aQPO1ntMent d1sm1;§a1 er ndn retenfaon .Eromot1on ‘ )E:. ‘;\
and tenure. In-short co11ect1ve bargann1ng contracts cdrry the we1ght . f ? .
necessary to provide: an effect;ve weapon in equa1hdppontun1ty matters“ _ Jﬁ, LS
C(SPEC, 1974). - &« U S Lo

R < Simonds (1975, p 142) *ound that'§1brary'no‘ profeSS1ona1s w1th Y PR ;

1 ( some 11brary scjence education were the most oppOQed to un1ons, but that some of -

these same peqp]e changed the]r‘m1nds after a unlon was&formed. , % ’ * ' ‘
] » -+ et . .
“It is not 1mposs1b1e to w1n the professionally or1ented employee; o
¢ g A S
but they may be the- toughest group the unJon has to dea] w1th woe
Because they bridge the praraprofess1ona} and the professaonal 11brary S >
staff ass1stants may‘h&ﬂt the forefront‘of coTlect1ve barga1n1ng e ey
in the future. ) R , . SO R f’fﬁi
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